Introduction:
The fundamental and adaptive importance of emotion (Izard, 1972; Plutchik, 1980) , highlighted especially by an evolutionary perspective (Al-Shawaf, Conroy-Beam, Asao, & Buss, 2014; Nesse, 1990; Tooby & Cosmides, 1990) , fails to inform the personal understanding and daily-life application of so-called "negative" emotions for many modern humans (Oatley, 2004) . Despite the adaptive value of fear to lead one away from danger, or of guilt to impel one to consider social reparations, many otherwise healthy individuals describe such emotions as unimportant, hindering, unnecessarily distressing, and/or intolerable ( (Leahy, 2002; Yoon, Dang, Mertz, & Rottenberg, 2018) , and increased levels of worry and stress (Stapinski et al., 2014) . The present research was designed to investigate the possibility that an intolerant view of one's emotions may also be related to difficulties with close relationships by investigating adult attachment insecurity in romantic relationships, specifically individual differences in anxious and avoidant dimensions (Hazan & Shaver, 1987) . Further, we aimed to investigate whether one's view of negative emotion are related to their self-esteem, and whether this could explain any demonstrated relationship between attachment insecurity and an intolerant view of emotions.
An individual's thoughts and feelings regarding their emotions contribute to their "meta-emotional philosophy." Gottman, Katz, and Hooven (1996) employed this concept to contrast parents who engage in emotion "coaching" with those who display "dismissing" behaviors in response to their child's emotional experiences. The latter is associated with beliefs that emotions are not important and should be denied or ignored. By contrast, coaching involves validating a child's emotional experience and assisting them in understanding their emotions and the situations in which they arise. Outside of parenting, an individual's thoughts and feelings about their own emotions will impact their psychological experience and function as well (Norman & Furnes, 2014) . Several scales have been developed to assess "meta-emotion" (Mitmansgruber et al., 2009 ) and closely-related constructs including "affect intolerance" (Stapinski et al., 2014) , "distress tolerance" (Simons & Gaher, 2005) , "emotional schema" (Leahy, 2002) , "attitudes toward emotion" (Harmon-Jones et al., 2011), "evaluations of emotions" (Netzer, Gutentag, Kim, Solak, & Tamir, 2018), "help vs. hinder" lay theories of emotion (Karnaze & Levine, 2018) , and "beliefs about emotions" (Manser et al., 2012) . In stark contrast to an evolutionary view of emotions as having "fundamental importance" (Plutchik, 1980) and "inherently adaptive functions" (Izard, 1972) , these scales measure the extent to which uncomfortable emotions are considered problematic by individuals, although the different scales vary in their emphases and specific terminologies. We focus here on affect intolerance, for which such emotional experiences are considered to be beyond one's control, to be distressing, to lead to negative consequences, and/or to impel avoidance or suppression (Stapinski et al., 2014) , Whereas emotions can be viewed as natural and inevitable, meta-emotion is thought to be learned and thus socially-and culturallydetermined (Mendonça, 2013; Tsai, Knutson, & Fung, 2006) . Parents from civilized cultures throughout the world often engage in suppressive, shaming and punitive responses to their children's emotional displays, though differentially depending on many variables including each culture's relative level of collectivism (Friedlmeier, Corapci, & Cole, 2011) . Regardless of the specific pattern, openly devaluating a child's natural experience, in this case their emotions, is likely to harm their self-acceptance (Glantz & Pearce, 1989) . As such, one would expect a relationship between the meta-emotion philosophy an individual learns from their parents and their self-esteem, defined by Rosenberg (1965) as one's overall appraisal of their self-worth. However, this had not yet been tested empirically until the present investigation. In contrast to individuals raised in modern civilization, in modern hunter-gatherer bands, psychological functions that arise naturally, such as emotions and emotional displays, are typically indulged (Glantz & Pearce, 1989; Konner, 1977; Konner, 2010; Morelli & Tronick, 1991) . Importantly, this echoes the critical concepts of sensitive and responsive parenting in the development of secure attachment behaviors (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016) including parental responsiveness to emotional displays by a child (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978) . Konner (1977) , for example, observed that early indulgence typical of the !Kung San living in small bands (<40 people) in northwestern Botswana gives way to very little dependency later in childhood, consistent with the development of a secure attachment style.
Like affect intolerance, insecure relationship attachment, specifically anxious and avoidant attachments styles, occurs at relatively high rates in modern societies. Anxious adult attachment, characterized by elevated need for closeness and heightened worry about relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987) , was found to describe 18% of otherwise healthy adults in a meta-analysis of studies conducted throughout several Western countries (Van Ijzendoorn & Bakermans-Kranenburg, 1996). Avoidant attachment, describing 24% of adults, is characterized by discomfort with closeness and dismissive behaviors in relationships. Given the importance of environment on the development of attachment style, it's not surprising that different cultures exhibit different patterns of attachment insecurity. For example, anxious attachment has been shown to be relatively more frequent within a sample of East Asians living in the United States (Agishtein & Brumbaugh, 2013) , consistent with higher rates of anxious attachment more generally within East Asia (Schmitt et al., 2004) . Of relevance to the present investigation, East Asians have also been shown to exhibit significantly higher levels of affect intolerance than Australians and Europeans (Stapinski et al., 2014) , and Asian-Americans more strongly endorse a "hindrance theory" of emotion compared to European-Americans (Karnaze & Levine, 2018). Montague, Magai, Consedine, and Gillespie (2003) demonstrated overall higher rates of attachment insecurity in a sample of African Americans compared to European Americans. This effect was partly explained by "punitive emotion socialization" where, for example, a parent responds to their child's negative emotional display by ignoring them or shaming them.
There is also more direct evidence to support a link between affect intolerance and insecure attachment. A parent's metaemotional philosophy (coaching or dismissing) predicts the security of a child's attachment to that parent (Chen, Lin, & Li, 2012 ) and also appears to contribute to a child's ability to attach to others more generally (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016) . In the context of adult relationships, Manser et al. (2012) found an association between an individual's beliefs about emotions (as overwhelming, shameful, invalid, and useless) and their level of attachment insecurity. An "inability to tolerate distress" has also been shown to be associated with anxious attachment (Norberg, Crone, Kwok, & Grisham, 2018) . Less direct support for a connection between affect intolerance and attachment comes from a meta-analytic study of children up to age 18 demonstrating that greater emotional understanding (i.e., "the ability to identify, interpret, and communicate about one's own and others' emotions") is robustly associated with greater attachment security (Cooke, Stuart-Parrigon, Movahed-Abtahi, Koehn, & Kerns, 2016). These authors concluded their report by suggesting that meta-emotional theory may provide a helpful framework for this area of research. Relatedly, there have been numerous demonstrations of associations between attachment insecurity and difficulties with emotional regulation (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016) , which is likely to be shaped by an individual's metaemotional philosophy.
The present research was conducted to directly investigate the relationship between affect intolerance (i.e., a dismissive metaemotional philosophy) and insecure attachment in adults. Findings from existing empirical studies, as well as attachment theory, suggest an important connection, but little research has been done to directly compare these constructs within individuals. Drawing from the literature reviewed above, we hypothesize that greater levels of affect intolerance will be associated with reduced attachment security. To better understand any found association, a second study was conducted to investigate the potential mediational role of self-esteem, which has previously been shown to be associated with attachment insecurity (Cassidy, 1988; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Foster, Kernis, & Goldman, 2007; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005 ), but has not yet been studied in the context of affect intolerance. By doing so, we aimed to provide an initial contrast between the following ideas: i) insecure attachment is directly related to affect intolerance; or rather, ii) insecure attachment is indirectly related to affect intolerance through reduced feelings of self-worth. Findings that conform to the former pattern would support the idea that insecure attachment specifically involves intolerance of one's negative emotions. By contrast, findings that conform to the latter pattern would suggest that affect intolerance is not necessarily a core feature of attachment insecurity, but rather is more closely related to a lowered sense of self-worth, which is also a typical feature of insecure individuals.
Study 1:
This study was designed to test the primary hypothesis, that affect intolerance is related to insecure attachment. To provide an initial assessment of the robustness of any found relationships, and because multiple scales have been published, we utilized two different affect scales here: The Affect Intolerance Scale Planned analyses included examination of partial correlations to determine the extent to which affect intolerance and insecure attachment (i.e., anxious and avoidant dimensions) are related over and above demographic variables known to be relevant including age and relationship status (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016) . Self-esteem was included in a secondary partial correlation matrix as a preliminary assessment of the extent to which this variable might mediate this relationship.
Methods:

Participants:
The sample consisted of 96 individuals (Males = 56, Females = 40) ranging in age from 22-69 years (M = 36.54, SD = 12.27). Forty-one participants reported their race to be European American/White (43%), 30 as Asian American/Pacific Islander (31%), 5 as Hispanic/Latino (5%), 2 as African American (2%), 1 as Native American (1%), and 16 as more than one or another race (17%). Twenty participants reported being "Single, NOT in a relationship, 29 as "Single, but in a committed relationship," and 46 as being "Married/partnered." The latter two categories were consolidated to form one "partnered" category, ultimately leaving two categories: "single" (n = 20) and "partnered" (n = 75).
Participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mturk). Mturk is an online marketplace that enables individuals and businesses to outsource tasks requiring human intelligence. Experiments run on Mturk have been shown to produce results consistent with both laboratory settings and comparable online resources (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). As such, it is considered a suitable platform for obtaining data through survey administration. Mturk workers, or providers, browse available tasks and complete them in return for a set monetary payment. In Study 1, we invited Mturk providers to participate in a task involving a series of questionnaires about their own emotional experiences and behaviors in close relationships. Compensation for participation was US $0.50.
Materials and Procedure:
After providing informed consent, participants were administered an online survey that consisted of four different questionnaires, followed by demographic questions (age, race/ethnicity, gender identity, and romantic relationship status). The four questionnaires, described below, were presented in randomized order across participants.
The
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965 ) was used to assess individual self-esteem. Participants indicated their agreement using a 4-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree" on 10 statements regarding their feelings about their own selfworth. Sample statements include, "I feel I do not have much to be proud of" and "I feel that I have a number of good qualities." Cronbach's alpha in the original study was .92, and.87 in the present study.
The second questionnaire used in Study 1 was the MES (Mitmansgruber et al., 2009 ). This scale is intended to measure metaemotional attitudes and experiences. Using a 6-point Likert scale (from "is not at all true for me" to "is completely true for me"), participants were instructed to rate 28 statements such as "I repeatedly get angry about my emotional reactions" from the anger subscale, and "I learn through my feelings" from the interest subscale. The MES has been shown to assess six different meta-emotional factors: anger, compassionate care, interest, contempt/shame, tough control, and suppression. The original development of this scale included a second-order analysis of the six subscales yielding two overarching factors: negative meta-emotions (consisting of anger, contempt/shame, tough control, and suppression) and positive metaemotions (consisting of interest and compassionate care). Therefore, negative meta-emotion can be broadly conceptualized as feeling angered by or ashamed of negative emotions and suppressing or controlling them. In contrast, positive meta-emotion is seen as representing self-understanding and active interest in one's emotional experiences. Because some of the 6 underlying factors are computed from small numbers of items (e.g., suppression is computed from two items) and because some of these alpha's were relatively low (e.g., contempt/shame was .68 and suppression was .70) we decided to utilize only the overarching negative and positive meta-emotions scales in regression analyses here.
Participants also completed the AIS (Stapinski et al., 2014) , which provides an assessment of beliefs about negative emotions considered to be maladaptive. This scale specifically evaluates ideas that emotions are threatening (threat expectancy subscale) and that they ought to be avoided or suppressed (avoid/suppress subscale). Respective examples: "I fear that my negative feelings won't go away," and "I try to distract myself from negative feelings." For this questionnaire, participants are instructed to think about their beliefs with consideration given to "a broad range of negative feelings, such as anxiety, sadness, anger, depression, and stress." Their level of agreement was indicated with a 7-point Likert scale from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree." Cronbach's alphas for the threat expectancy and avoid/suppress items were .94 and .88 in the original study, respectively, and .96 and .92 in the present sample.
The final questionnaire evaluated adult attachment style using the Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) Questionnaire (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000) . This scale measures individual tendencies to experience anxiety and/or avoidance in intimate relationships. Here, participants received instructions to respond according to their general experiences in relationships and not according to the specific dynamics of a current relationship. Example statements include "I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners" (avoidant attachment subscale) and "It makes me mad that I don't get the affection and support I need from my partner" (anxious attachment subscale). Responses were given using a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree." Cronbach's alphas were .96 for the anxious attachment subscale and .95 and for the avoidant attachment subscale. Fraley, Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh (2011) reported alphas of .85, anxiety, and .88, avoidance.
Results:
The final dataset contained less than .3% missing data after removal of one participant who failed to complete an entire questionnaire. Twenty-seven (of 104) scale items contained one or two missing items with percentage of missing data for each scale item ranging between 0-2.1%. The pattern of the missing data was determined to be missing completely at random. The missing scores were imputed using stochastic regression. Final scale totals used in analysis were calculated using the completed dataset. All scale totals were normally distributed with skew and kurtosis within the conventional boundary of ± 2.0 (skew range: -.92, .23; kurtosis: -1.19, .81). Means and standard deviations for variables are presented in Table 1 . A full correlation matrix was created for all scale totals (see Table 2 ). Of note, anxious attachment style was positively correlated with threat expectancy (r = .72; Figure 
Table 2
Correlations Among Scale Scores A partial correlation matrix was created for the scales with age and relationship status partialed out (see Table 3 ). Anxious attachment style continued to be positively correlated with threat expectancy (r = .66), avoid/suppress (r = .36), and negative metaemotion (r = .61) as well as negatively correlated with self-esteem (r = -.64). Avoidant attachment style continued to be positively correlated with threat expectancy (r = .54), avoid/suppress (r = .23), and negative meta-emotion (r = .43). It was negatively correlated with self-esteem (r = -.66). Anxious and avoidant attachment styles continued to be positively correlated with each other (r = .56). 
Self-Esteem
Threat Expectancy Table 3 Correlations Among Scale Scores With Age and Relationship Status Partialed Out Finally, a partial correlation matrix was created for the attachment and meta-emotion scales with age, relationship status, and selfesteem partialed out (see Table 4 ) as an initial test of the idea that self-esteem may mediate the relationships between attachment style and meta-emotion. Anxious attachment style demonstrated the same patterns as before with diminished correlations. It was positively correlated with threat expectancy (r = .42), avoid/suppress (r = .21), and negative metaemotion (r = .46). Additionally, anxious attachment became positively correlated with positive meta-emotion (r = .30). After partialing out self-esteem, avoidant attachment style no longer demonstrated significant correlations with any metaemotional factor. Anxious and avoidant attachment styles remained positively correlated with one another (r = .24). .24* --Note. AIS = Affect Intolerance Scale; MES = Meta-Emotion Scale; ECR = Experiences in Close Relationships; *p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001
Results Summary: Affect intolerance was found to be related to insecure attachment
confirming the primary hypothesis of study 1. This effect was robust in the sense that it did not depend upon which published scale was examined. Anxious attachment and avoidant attachment were correlated with the threat expectancy and avoid/suppress subscales of the AIS and, separately, with the negative meta-emotion subscale of the MES. Accounting for the effects of self-esteem also consistently reduced the level of correlation between attachment and metaemotional factors. In the case of anxious attachment, correlations were reduced. For avoidant attachment, correlations were no longer significant. The potential role for this construct in the relationship between affect intolerance and insecure attachment was investigated more thoroughly in the following study.
STUDY 2:
This study was designed to more directly investigate whether selfesteem mediates the demonstrated relationship between affect intolerance and insecure attachment. In order to reduce the overall number of analyses conducted (to minimize type I error), and because the results from study 1 were substantively similar regardless of the scale employed, we decided to utilize only one affective scale for study 2. Whereas all AIS items consistently refer to "a broad range of negative feelings, such as anxiety, sadness, anger, depression, and stress" (Stapinski et al., 2014) the individual items from the MES at times refer to specific emotions that differ between items (e.g. "when I feel guilty because I have made a mistake, I am quite unforgiving with myself"), risk confounding emotions and thoughts (e.g., "Time and again, my thoughts and emotions are fascinating and important to me"), or fail to explicitly mention emotions or feelings within an item (e.g., "Repeatedly, there are situations when I excoriate myself") (Mitmansgruber et al., 2009 ). As such, and because the research described here was designed to investigate affect intolerance broadly, we decided to employ the AIS for study 2. Four separate planned mediation analyses were conducted to investigate whether lowered self-esteem would mediate any relationship between each of the two affect intolerance subscales and each of the two attachment insecurity subscales.
Methods:
Participants:
In study 2, 166 participants (Males = 21, Females = 144, Gender variant = 1) were recruited from psychology students enrolled in a U.S. university, ranging in age from 17-55 years old (M = 21.88, SD = 5.90). Participants primarily reported their race as European American/White (n = 116; 69.5%), 24 reported Hispanic/Latino (14.4%), 12 as Asian American/Pacific Islander (7.2%), 3 as African American (1.8%), and 12 as more than one or another race (7.2%). Sixty-three reported their relationship status as "Single, NOT in a relationship," 78 as "Single, but in a committed relationship," and 23 as "Married/partnered." Students were invited to participate in an online survey investigating the influence of emotions on a person's relationships. Compensation for participation was course extra credit.
Materials and Procedure:
Informed consent was provided. Participants then proceeded to complete the SES, AIS and ECR-R questionnaires, order randomized across participants, and finally the same demographic items presented in Study 1. Cronbach's alphas in the present study were as follows: SES, α= .93; AIS, α = .96 for threat expectancy, α= .91 for avoid/suppress; and ECR-R, α= .94 for anxious attachment, and α= .95 for avoidant attachment.
Results:
The final dataset contained .22% missing data after removal of three participants who failed to complete one or more pages of the survey. Twenty-seven (of 96) scale items contained missing items with percentage of missing data for each scale item ranging between 0-1.80%. The pattern of the missing data was determined to be missing completely at random, and missing scores were imputed using stochastic regression. Final scale totals used in analysis were calculated using the completed dataset. All scale totals were normally distributed with skew and kurtosis within the conventional boundary of ± 2.0 (skew range: -.58, .49; kurtosis: -86, .60). Means and standard deviations for variables are presented in Table 5 . A correlation matrix was created for all scale totals (see Table 6 ). Of note, anxious attachment style was positively correlated with threat expectancy (r = .57) and avoid/suppress (r = .51) as well as negatively correlated with self-esteem (r = -.54).
Avoidant attachment style was positively correlated with threat expectancy (r = .24) and avoid/suppress (r = .27), and negatively correlated with self-esteem (r = -.30). Anxious and avoidant attachment styles were once again correlated with one another (r = .37).
Table 6
Correlations Among Scale Scores To examine self-esteem's potential to mediate the relationship between affect intolerance (as measured by the threat expectancy and avoid/suppress subscales of the AIS) and insecure attachment (anxious and avoidant subscales of the ECR-R), four separate mediation analyses were performed using the guidelines offered by Baron & Kenny (1986) . The outcome of these analyses are described below.
Threat Expectancy, Self-Esteem, and Attachment Insecurity:
Prior to controlling for self-esteem, threat expectancy positively predicted anxious attachment style (β = .57, p < .001). After controlling for self-esteem, threat expectancy continued to negatively predict anxious attachment style but to a lesser degree (β = .38, p < .001) suggesting a partial mediation (see Figure 2a ), Sobel Z = 2.89, p < .01, Κ 2 = .19 (medium-large effect size).
Similarly, threat expectancy negatively predicted avoidant attachment style (β = .24, p < .01) prior to controlling for self-esteem. Threat expectancy no longer predicted avoidant attachment after controlling for self-esteem (β = .07, n.s.), suggesting complete mediation (Figure 2b) , Sobel Z = 2.44, p < .05, Κ 2 = .17 (a mediumlarge effect).
Avoid/Suppress, Self-Esteem, and
Attachment Insecurity: Avoid/Suppress also positively predicted anxious attachment (β = .51, p < .001). After controlling for selfesteem, avoid/suppress still positively predicted anxious attachment, though to a lesser degree (β = .32, p < .001), suggesting a partial mediation (Figure 2c ), Sobel Z = 3.47, p < .001, Κ 2 = .19 (a medium-large effect). Avoid/suppress also positively predicted avoidant attachment (β = .27, p < .01). After controlling for self-esteem, avoid/suppress no longer predicted avoidant attachment (β = .16, n.s.), suggesting a complete mediation (Figure 2d 
Results Summary:
Self-esteem mediated the relationship between affect intolerance and insecure attachment. However, the extent of mediation depended on attachment style. Whereas self-esteem partially mediated the relationship between measures of affect intolerance and the anxious attachment dimension, it fully mediated the predictive relationship for the avoidant attachment dimension.
Discussion: As hypothesized, affect
intolerance was related to insecure attachment in adults. This was shown with two different metrics of affect intolerance (AIS and MES in study 1) and across two different samples (AIS across studies 1 and 2). Among the most robust findings was that threat expectancy (a subscale of the AIS) was significantly correlated to both anxious and avoidant attachment scores regardless of the inclusion of demographic variables. Stapinski et al. (2014) described this factor as comprising a "range of beliefs regarding the consequences and threatening nature of negative emotional experiences." Similarly, negative meta-emotion from the MES (Mitmansgruber et al., 2009 ) was significantly correlated with both anxious and avoidant attachment scores in study 1. This factor is computed by combining scores from the anger, contempt/shame, tough control, and suppression subscales. Taken together, these findings provide support for the idea that affect intolerance is broadly and robustly related to insecure attachment, consistent with previous research (Chen, Lin, & Li, 2012; Manser et al. (2012) ; Norberg, Crone, Kwok, & Grisham, 2018). However, both studies 1 and 2 provided evidence that the relationship between affect intolerance and insecure attention is not identical for anxious and avoidant styles, specifically with regards to the role of selfesteem in mediating that relationship.
Self-esteem significantly mediated the relationship between affect intolerance and insecure attachment, although differentially for anxious and avoidant dimensions. Whereas reduced self-esteem fully explained the relationship between affect intolerance (both the threat expectancy and avoid/suppress subscales of the AIS) and avoidant attachment, it only partially explained the relationship for anxious attachment. Thus, for avoidant individuals, affect intolerance did not predict difficulties with intimate relationships above and beyond that which could be explained by a lowered sense of self-worth. By contrast, anxious individuals appear to experience difficulties in the context of intimate relationships related to both their lowered sense of self-worth and their intolerant metaemotional philosophy. Thus, an anxious individual's preoccupation with a relationship may relate to difficulty trusting that their partner values them (due to low self-esteem) and to their worry that negative emotional experiences which occur in the context of a relationship will be intolerable. Though relatively intolerant of negative affect, an avoidant individual's difficulties with intimate relationship seem nevertheless to be more directly related to their lowered sense of self-worth. This is consistent with the observation that avoidant individuals engage in thoughts and behaviors that minimize their vulnerability to emotional pain to begin with (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016) . Regardless, a clearer understanding of these issues will require additional research. The present study was not designed to test for differences between anxious and avoidant attachment, but rather as a test of the idea that affect intolerance would be related to insecure attachment broadly, and indirectly through reduced self-esteem.
Correlations between attachment insecurity and lowered self-esteem have been demonstrated before (Cassidy, 1988; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Foster et al., 2007) . Past studies were designed from the perspective of classical attachment theory such that the formation of insecure attachments early in development were conceptualized to lead to reduced self-esteem and additional maladaptions including social and emotional difficulties (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005) . However, we specifically designed the present investigation to remain neutral concerning the direction of causality between insecure attachment and affect intolerance. Parental responsiveness to an infant/child's emotional displays is known to be important for the development of secure attachments (Ainsworth et al., 1978) , but it is also known to be important for the development of an individual's metaemotional philosophy (Gottman et al., 1996) . Just as confirmatory responses to emotional displays lead to secure attachments, they also provide demonstrable evidence to a child that their emotional experiences are valid and important. Consequently, it's not immediately clear which comes first: insecure attachment or affect intolerance. Regardless, reduced selfesteem appears to play an important mediating role between these variables. For example, dismissive responses to an infant/child's natural and inevitable emotional experiences and expressions might negatively impact their self-esteem (Glantz & Pearce, 1989 ) and hence their ability to trust and engage in close relationships. Alternatively, dismissive responses might disrupt the formation of secure attachments, negatively impacting self-esteem, and consequently an individual's ability to tolerate their negative emotional experiences. The cross-sectional approach employed here does not allow us to directly compare these models. Doing so in future research will be worthwhile, as the models provide conflicting implications for the most effective ways in which to intervene with children and adults in order to improve their attachment security, affect tolerance, and overall psychological wellbeing.
There are several limitations to the current studies that limit the interpretation of the findings. Both measures of affect intolerance employed here depend upon self-report. It's possible that individuals who are especially intolerant of negative affect will have little insight into their emotional experiences, and thus have difficulty reporting accurately on their level of tolerance (Mendonça, 2013; Norman & Furnes, 2014) . Nevertheless, we found wide variation in these measures across both of our samples (e.g., Tables 1 and 5, Figure 1 ), so presumably intolerant individuals can report their difficulties. Regardless, the development of measures based on behavioral observation would be helpful to provide insight into the relationship between an individual's metaemotional philosophy and their actual affective experiences and associated behaviors. Also important to note, the sample from study 2 was predominantly female. This limits the potential generalizability of the findings concerning the relationship between affect intolerance, self-esteem, and insecure attachment. However, the correlations between these measures were comparable to those found in study 1 which had a more balanced distribution of men and women (compares Tables 2 and 6 ). The extent to which gender contributes to patterns of attachment insecurity is debated (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Simpson & Belsky, 2016) . As such, a more cautious interpretation of study 2 is that self-esteem mediates the relationship between affect intolerance and insecure attachment in a predominantly female sample.
It's important to note that we did not screen individuals for mental or emotional disorders. It could be argued that affect intolerance arises primarily in individuals who have disordered affect (e.g., clinical depression or anxiety disorder) because their emotional experience is extreme and, thus, more difficult to tolerate. However, we might then expect discontinuities or nonlinearities in the distribution of affect intolerance scores. Instead we found linear, continuous variation across the range of affect intolerance scores and their proportionality to attachment and selfesteem scores (e.g., Figure 1 ). Regardless, from the present investigation we can't rule out the possibility that strong negative affective experience leads one to develop an intolerant philosophy, as opposed to affective intolerance being learned, as theorized in the meta-emotion literature (Mendonça, 2013; Tsai et al., 2006) . Of relevance, Hurrell, Houwing, and Hudson (2017) recently demonstrated that parents of children with anxiety disorders exhibit less emotion coaching behaviors than parents of children without anxiety disorders. Although suggestive, this certainly does not by itself demonstrate that parents' dismissive responses to their children's emotional displays lead to anxiety difficulties. Nevertheless, such an interpretation is consistent with the suggestion that parental emotion coaching can buffer some children from the development of psychopathology (Hooven, Gottman, & Katz, 1995) . Concerning insecure attachment, Chen et al. (2012) found that parental meta-emotional philosophy (coaching vs. dismissing) predicted the security of their child's attachment, but their child's level of "emotionality" did not. Further disentangling the contributions of early experience and temperament on the development of affect intolerance awaits additional research. Regardless of how and when affect intolerance develops, the research presented here provides evidence for a robust association between adult metaemotional philosophy, self-esteem, and attachment security.
